
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION VII
901 NORTH 5TH STREET

KANSAS CITY, KANSAS 66'01

APR 11 2001

Ms. Rebec(~a Latka
CENWO-PM-AE
U.S. Almy COl"pS of Engineers, OmaJla District
215 North 17t11 Street
Omaha, N-ebraska 68102-4978

Dear Ms. IJatka:

RE: Review of:!drgft E 1 001 Metropoti.tan Utilities
Distl"ict's Platte West Water Production Facilities in Douglas and Saunders Counties, Nebraska

l11 accordal1Ce with our responsjbilities under Section 309 oftbe Cleml Air Act and 11le
National Environmental Policy Act (NEP A), the U.S. EnviIonmental Protection Agen.cy {EP A)
has reviewed the above referenced DEIS. Based upon olLr review, EP A has rated the DEIS as
..r:!:c~2" (I~nvironmeJ.1tal Concerns -Insufficient Infonnation). A copy ofEPA's rating system is
provjded for your referen.ce. This rating bas been assigned to t11e DEIS on the basis of the
disclosure within the DEIS and t11e App]jcant's Showillg DoCUlnent of the uncertainties
associated with the completed modeling. Based upon tllis degree ofuncertain1:y, EP A urges the
U.S. Amly COJ~S of Engineers to pl.esent (in t11e Final Envjronmental I.ulpact Statement [FEIS]) a
suite of appropriate mitigation measures or operatj.onal constraints 1:hat are driven by moni.torjng
results and/or actual well :field perfornlance obse]:vations.

EP A. offers tlle enclosed comments to assist in completion of the FEIS. Questions
regarding t11esC comments should be d-ixected to Mr. Stephen K. Smith at: (913) 551-7656.

Sincerely,
..;::::---
-,

1/
.T. 1, Director

En~tal Sel'Vices Divisjon

Enclo8ure

CC: SI:even AJJ,.~chutz, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



Specific Comments

1. PDEIS, Appendix C, page 1-5, paragraph 3 ~. The relationsJrip between the 2-mile buffer

zone, the cone of depression and the well fields remains uncle31., Clm"ently it could be
interpreted. that the buffer zone is comprised of tJle well fields and cone of depression. We
recommend. that a figure be added to t11.e document that jllustrates tlle relationship between the
vanous 8.reas.

2. PDEIS, Appendix C, page 1-6, Table 1-1 -1'he Wetland Impact Analysis is unclear about
the acrea.ges of wetlands potentially affected by th.e Platte West pro.iect. The table indicates t11at
total wetlands alld oth.er special a.quatic sites within the well fi.eld (193.9 acres) plus outside the
well field (705.9 acres) would be 899.8 acres. This total conflicts with the total (i.e., 328.8 acres)
identified in Section 4.1.1, page 4-1, and in Table 4-1, page 4-1 (i.e., 323.1). Our review of the
impacts analysis precedlllg Section 4 did not provide any clues to explain the significant acreage
difference.q. We recommend that Section 4 addl-ess thi.s difference and reference ba.ck to Table 1-
1 as appropriate.

3. PDEIS, Appendix C, Section 2.2.2, page 2-4- The wetland impact analysis assumes that
"forested {FO type)" wetlands are less susceptible to drawdowns than sh.allower-rooted
"herbaceous wetlands (AB and EM types) " We disagree with thi.s assumption. Cowardin et

al. (1979) describes forested wetlands as normally possessing "au overstory of trees, ..., and a
herbaceous layer." Agreeably, trees in temporarily flooded wetland conditions will likely have
deeper roots that can be supported by groundwater. However, the drawdowns expected for tlle
Platte well field sites would be expected to create dry enough conclitions to d.ewater the upper
soil profile and CatlSe adverse impacts to the beJ"baceous plant layer. We would expect; that under
such conditions, tba.t the hydroph.ytic plant layer would be shifted to one dominated by
nonhyd1"ophytic species. We believe that such a change would significantly affect CODlmunity
f-unctions ( e.g., wildlife habjtat and. species make.;u.p, and water quality improvement capabili.ty),
and would. constitute a change in meeting the vegetation parameter under the Corps' 1987
Wetlands Delineation Manual ('87 Mamlal). Rather than viewing such drawdowns as causing an
alteration under tIle pro.ject prOpOlleJlt's ilDpact scheme, we believe th.ey should be viewed as
causing a loss. Based on this infonnatioll, we recommend that tIle wetland. jJnpact analysis be
a.djusted for forested wetl.ands to ensure tllat adverse impacts will not be ll11derestim.ated and tlla.t.
appropriate and complete mitigation is afforded this wetJ.and. type.

4. PDBIS, Appell.dix D, page 9, pat'agraph 2- The document provides an approximate cost
fur environmental mitigation with and with.out an accomlting for subsurface irrigation. However,
in paragraph 4, page 8, there is no cost pro.jected for any additionaJ. miti,gati.on that mi.ght be
required for altered or lost wetlands that are detem1ined from moni.toring in the cone of
depression following injtiation of the operation. Potential maximum costs cau.ld be significan1:
(i.e., 141.6 acres at $23,000 per acre = $3.3 million plus cost ofjnflation). We rt"Commend tha.t

all potential mjtiga1:ion cos1:s be provided for each oftlle altern.atives.



5. PDEJS, Appendix D, Attachment A, page 2~ 17, section 2.2.2 and DEIS, page 4-44,
paragraph 1 .-Monitoring is proposed eventua11y to occur once every five years for cilanges to
wetlands boundaries. 111is conflicts with j11.folmation located in the PDEJS, Appendix D, page 3-
3, paragraph 2 iliat indicates tb.e applicant will monitor wetlands every 2-3 yem-s after the start of

pro.iect operati~I1S.

6. DEIS, page 2-25, paragraph 1 -It is unclear whether the constJ.'uction costs for tb.e Platte
West alternative include expenditures ah..eady committed for site purchase and well construction
to date. We recon1luend that such costs, that are reasonably conBjdered part of development of
the alternative, be il1ctu.ded as part of total cost.

7. DEIS, page 4..41., parag1.aph 4 ~ Burns & McDonnel11998 is cited h.eI.e but was not found

listed in Appendix D, page 4-1 (References) or in the DEIS, page 6-3.

8. DEIS, page 4-75, bullet 8 --As a result of the Platte West aJtemative, water level declines
at Two Rivers SRA up to 3 feet are suggested here. T11is conilicts with the infont1ation (i.e., "up

to 5 feet") provided in Table 2-7, page 2-36, at "groundwater."

9. DEIS, page 4"80, paragraph 2 -.As identified in our earlier comments (EP A letter dated
Apri128, 1999, enclosure page 10, comment 4), the DEIS continues to be absent any discussion
about why the proposed pro.iect and associated mi.tigati.on would not meet the Omaha Master
PI8J1 minim.um recommendatiolls for mitjgating for wetland. atJd woodland losses. We
recommend that t11is issue be addressed in the final EIS.

Section 404

The followjng comments and recommendations are proyjded as a basis for condjtions for
tlle Cleall Water Act Section 404 pefJ11it associated with the proposed prefelTed alternative for
the MetTopolitan Utility Distl"ict's new water production facilities. Such conditions are intend.ed
to en.'ru.re avoidance or further lninimjzation of adverse impacts on waters of the United States,

il1chtding wetlands.

~~

10. PDEIS, Appendix C, Section 2.2.1, page 2~2 --E.P A continues to be very concerned
about the antjcipated effects of drawdown on wetlands caused by the proposed well field
locations (see EP A letter dated Apri128, 1999, enclosure page 5, comment 4 and page 10,
comnlent 3). The literatllre cjted III this sectjon of the PD.EIS highlights ow" very concerns
regarding anticipated impacts to wildlife, plant specjes composition, and overall wetland
functions. The litel-atme also further provides support for permit con.ditions that enSl.lre that
monitoring of tile well fields and their con.e of depression j.s sufiiciently detailed mld long-tef111.



Miti~u

11. We recommend that mitigation for ally future adverse unpacm to wetlands resulting from
the pro.iect should be implemented by the next growing season following the resulm of
monitoring to minimize lag tim.e in achi.evulg fully functioning wetlands.

12, We are concerned that the proposed mitigation ratios for forested wetlands are too low.
In the " Memorandum of Agreement between EP A and the Department of the Almy Concerning

the Detennjnation ofMitigation (III, B}," "mitigation should provide, at a minimUln, one for one
fUl1ctional replacement." Because there cuJTently is no functionaJ assessment model for forested
wet1.ands in Nebraska, a nJinimum 1 to 1 acreage replacement provides an allowable SlJIfogate.
However, there wotud be con.siderable lag time between initiati.on. of forested wetland mitigation
and maturity of such systems. Therefore, it would be reasoD.able and appropriate to increase the
ratio for their replacement. T1lis would be in keeping with the national goal of no net loss of
wetlands. We recommend that forested wet1.and losses, including t1lose involving the loss of the
hyd1'ophytic herbaceoltS layer, be mitigated at a ratio of 3 acres replaced for every 1 acre J.ost, We
also reconunend that whel'e such wetlands are determined to be altered, they should be mitigated
at a l"8.tio of 1.5 acres replaced for every 1 acre altered.

13. PDEIS, Appendix D, page 3, paragraph 2 R11d 3- The applicant is proposing a two-tiered
lrutigation ratio. Wepresume that the applicant is proposing the lower 1: 1 ratio for sites that are
detennined to be aJtered under 1:he assum.ption tllat such altered wetland sites would contin.ue to
provjde wetland functions, though at a diminished level. We believe that ou.ce a decision is ma.de
that d.ewa1:ering has caused jmpacts to a wetland that is consid.ered altered, monitoring of the site
should continuejor the life of the pen:I)it. This will provide accountability for measuring any
filrthe1. degradation t1lat might warrant a future deteIminati.on of wetland loss. We recommend
that any subsequent detennination of wetland loss at a site earlier determiIled to be alte1oed,
should result in a ad.d,itional m-itigation that represents the difference in mitigation ratios between
alteration and loss (e.g., 0.5:1).

14, PDEIS, Appendix D, page 4, paragraph 1-- As indicated earlier (EPA comments, page
II, item 6, da.ted April 28, 1999), we aI'e concerned about the potential for the loss of La Platt:e
mitigation wetla.nds resulting fi.om construction of all Jnterstate-29 an.d U.S. 75 bridge. We
recognize the appljcant's plans for replacing any such lost wetlands, Howevel-, our concern js
centered around the lag time in achieving functional wetlands to replace wetlands lost to well
field impacts. We recommend that any Section 404 pennit that is authorized for this pro,1ect
should in.clude a contingency condition for the La Platte mitigation site that would require
replacement mitigation for any wetland losses or intelTuptions resulting from construction of an
Jilterstate-29 and .U.S, 75 bridge. Such replacement mjtigation should reflect all increase in the
origina.1l11i1iga.tion to reflect the delay i1l obtai1ling wetland fu11ctions.

15. PDEIS, Appendix D, Attachment A, Section 1.3, pages 1-2 to 1-6 --We appreciate that
th.e Distric1: considered four sites for potential wetland mitigation. The District idetl1:ified the l-a
Pla.t1e Site as then. preferred site b88ed on review ofnumeJ'ous f-actors. However, we reJl1ain
concerned about the issue of watershed integrity and sustainability of natural resources on a
watershed basis relative to the proposed pro.iect mitigation (See HP A comments, page 11, item 5,



dated April 28, 1999.) 111e Platte West Well Fjeld lies within the I-.awer Platte Watershed (i.e.,
flOC = 1.0200202) and within the Nebraska/KanBas J.,0ess~Drift Hills Major Land Resource Area

(MLRA). In contrast, the La Platte site lies wjthin the Big Papi11ion~Mosquito Watershed (i.e.,
fIUC = 10230006) and within the Deep Loess Hi11.s. We believe that t1le currently pl-opOSed

pro.iect wjl1 result iJ1 a significant net loss ofwetlands and their functions within the I..,0wer Plat1e
watershed.

As specified in the "Mem.orandwD. of Agreement betwee11 HP A and the Departl11ent oftbe
Army Concerning the Detemlination ofMitigation (part l~ C, 3)," compeJJsato.ry mitigation
"shouJd be ulldertaken in the same geographic area if practicable (i.e., in close physical proximity
and, to the extent possible, the same watersh.ed)." To this end, l,\om Taylor in our office
contacted Mr. Brad Sonc.ksen, Natural Resources Conservation Selvice Distri.ct Conse1'vationist
for Saunders ('.,0unty (pers. CO1'lln1., 3/26101). M1". Soncksen indicated that considerable potential
exists for wetlands restoration located within the Lower Platte Watershed and Loess-Drift Hills
MLRA within Sawlders County. Furtller, in a conversatjon between MI". Taylor and Mr. Marlin
Petennm1n, Papio-Missouri River Natll.ral Resources District (pers. COmlD., 3126101), tIle latter
inilicated the potential for mitigation sites in Sa~y County along the Platte River north of

I11terstate-80.

We believe tJlat tile applic~t should be required to make a more complete demoJ1StTation
for determining appropriate and practicable mitigation for wetlands adversely impacted (i.e., loss
and alteration) by the prefen.ed alternative. Specifically, they should be required to demonstl.ate
why they are unable t.o mitigate at one or more sites any future alterations m1.d losses) that result
fi"om drawdoWD, within t11e Lower Platte Watershed al1d within the Nebraska/I(ansas IJoess-Drift
Hills M:I..RA. If the demonstJ.ation is unsuccessful) we recommend t11at an wetland alteration and
loss, that results from future dl-awdown, be mitigated in-ki11d by wet1.8l1.d type based on the
Cowardin et at (1979) classification methodology and l.ocated, when practicable, wi.thin the samc

watershed I:lnd MLRA.

16. PDT~]:S, Appendix .D, Attachment A, Section 2.1.2 -..Although the pro.ject proponents
assunle tha1: plant species composition in the mitigation wetlands will be dive.rse, tJlere is no
success criterion to ensure such diversity or to prevent the development of mon.ocultural
communities (e.g., ca.ttails). We recommeJld that tlle 404 perl11it be conditioned to requit.e
diversity equivalent to that of a reference wetland near tlle La Platte site. This condition also
Sllould apply, in principle, to any additi.onal wetla1ld mitigati.oJ] sites that w"e established.

17. PDEJ:S, Appendix D, Attachmen.t A, Section 3.1.1. --This section identifies criteri.a for
nleasuring tile success of the La Platte mitjgation site. Table 4-1 (Appendjx C, page 4-1 )
ind-icates that forested wetlands would be impacted as an irnnlediate effect of the projec1:.
Further, trees are expected to be part offutU1"e sjte conditions (Appendix D, Section 2.1.3., page
2~14, paragraph 1), though no success criterion yet has been proposed for forested mitigation
areas. We recomme1ld that t1le 404 pennit be condjtloned as follows: In-kind mitigation for
impacts to forested wetlands shall be mitigated to achieve woody species survival of a1: least 75%
after 1:hree growing seasons.



Mo11itQring

18. PDEIS, Appendix D, Attachment A, Section 2.2.2, page 2-17 --Monitoring of wetlands
should be fTeq.uent enough to a11ow adequate time to evaluate monitoring results, develop a
course of action ( e.g., decrease pun1page ), and iInplem.ent aJly necessa.ry nlitigation without

incuuing any signjficalit del.ay from the ti1'l1,e tllat impacts are determined.. We recommend that
comp.lete nlonj.toring at tb.e Platte West well .field, including the area wi1:hjn t1le cone of
depression, be conducted once every two yem"s, not every 5 years, for wetlands. I:j'urt11er, wit1lin
this schedl.JJ.e we beJj.eve that m.onitoring should be adequate enough to co1lsider any seasonal
effects of drawdown. Otherwise it rem.ains uuclear how m.onitoring condl.T.cted onlyon.ce either
in late spring or early summ.er (Appendix D, Section 3.3.2, paragraph 2) will be useful for

distingtlishing between changes in. wetla11d types ( e.g., seasonally flood.ed converted to
temporarily flooded) that influence decisions rega1"ding nlltigation. Therefore, we recommend
t1la.t monitoring be conducted bot1] e~11"ly and late in the growing season durjng saJnple years.

19. PDEIS, Appendjx D, Attachment A, Section 3.2.2, paragraph 1 -." The appIicaut is
propos.ing wetlBlld. monitoring t11at involves botanical assessment and a functional anal.ysis. No
ful-tIler d.etails are provided on these monitoling components. It is assum.ed tha1: these l:oo1s,
aIon.g Wi.tll groU11d,water measurements and soils testi11g, will be used i11 sODle Dlanner to
detennine whether a wetland Dleets the criteria for '~mil1imal" impact, ~~altered~" or ~~lost"

(Appendix C, page 3-1). The applicBllt also proposes that the COlpS will make the final decisjon
whether alld '~ifllnpacts are sufficjent to warrant further mitigation" (Appen.dix D, Section 3.1.2,

pa.ragraph3).

The lack ofmonjtoriDg desig1l details in the DEIS and PDEIS makes assessmen1: ofth.e

proposed metllodology diffi.cuJ.t, inhibits our ability to provide sound recommendations for
permit conditions, and leaves decisiQn-making by the Corps regardin.g potC1J.tjaJly large numbers
of wetland impacts su.b.iect to consid.erable su.b.jectivjty. For exam.ple, a:fter the iIlitial mol1itoring,
"soil parametel-s" would be excluded from the procedure (Appendix D, section 3.2.2, page 3-3,
para.graph 2). Because tIle' 87 MaJlual, wbicb includes consideratjon of soils, would be used for
monitoring wetland boundaries of the wetJ.::mds, tI1.e PDEIS is unclear why soils will not be
monitored in the long-tenn.

Tb,e monitoring methodology mtlst be designed to su'fficieJlt1y measure changes in
wetland cond.itions so that impacts cau be asses.sed and mitigated if necessary. M'onitoring DJUSt

provide adequa.te il1fonnation to distingu.i.sh between the different jJ11,pact categories (i.e.,
minimal, alteI"ed, and lost). Tools for fu.ncti,onal analysjs, such as the Wetland Evahl.ation
Tecblrique, are not se]lsitive enough for measuriJlg change resulting from the proposed project
(R. Daniel Smith, USACE, Vic.1(sbtl.rg, peTS. conlm., Marc,h 29,2001) or, in the case of the

Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) approach, have not been developed yet for tlll,s local appli,cation.

We a113O remaif.1 uncoll:fident that moni1:oring focllsed only on plal1ts al1d sroundwatel:
levels will provide i.n:fonnation that can help distiDgui.sh between minimally jmpacted aJld aJtered
sites. The PDEIS (Appe11dix C, section 2.2.1, page 2-2, paragraph 2) cites Roc.how's (1.994)
assessment of drawdoWll On wildlife species supports our earlier concerns (EP A letter dated
April 28, 1999, enclosure page 5, CODJment 4). Bioassessment Dlethods to directly measure



biological integrity of wetlands and quickly screen wetlands for signs of impairment may be
available ( e.g., Minnesota Pollution a11d Control Agency Wetland Index of Biological Integrity is
based 011 wetland macroinvertebrates; also see
http:llwww.owow/wetlands/wqual.html#monitoring). Also, the U.S. Department oflntelior
Habitat Evaluation Pro'cedures or HEP may provide a methodology for assessing changes in
wildlife usage of the wetlands.

Based on the above, we recommend that tile applicant be required to develop d.etailed
nlonitoring procedures, and cJear and measurable thresholds for changes in wetland type based at
least on vegetation and hydrology, and potentially on other jnformation ( e.g., sigojficant change
in wildlife species djversity, usage, etc.). We further recommend that tlle impact classification
"lost" should be based on the elhuin.ation, of anyone o:fthe three wetland parametel.s (i.e., soils,
hydrology, plants) as provided jn the '87 Manual.

20. PDEIS, Appendix D, Attachmel1.t A, Section 3.2.2, pal.agrapb. 2 -..Monitoring is proposed
to be establisb.ed at representative sites within t1le pro.ject area defmed as the cone of depression"
We are concerned 1:ha.t special aquatic sites, particularly temporarily and seasollally flooded
wetlands that are not pa11 oft1le Satl1ple set, could be subject to secondary ilnpacts following
drawdown. For exalnple, because such sites could become drier from pumping, they could be
fu.rther modified due to Ul"ban or agricultural developmellt. The pro.iect proponent's mitigation
plal1 jnd,ica1;es tllat they "may include reviewing ...ael1al photograp.hy" for any special aquatic
sites on private property tb.at rn.ay be inaccessible during Slu'Veys. We recommend th.at all
wetlands be monitored for such 1m1d-use changes on an annual basis either using phOtOgl"apb.y or
dit.ect field. observations.

21. DEIS, page 4-44, paragraph 2 and PDEIS, Appendix D, page 3-3 paragraph 3- The
applicant proposes to monitor wetlan.ds and. aq.uati.c beds until adverse changes atlTibutable to the
well field are detected "or until it becomes clear th.e well field is not having an effect." The DEIS
(page 4-31, para.graph 4) and PDEIS (Appendix C, page 3-1, paragI.aph 4) indicate that the "well
field cone of depression win develop slowly over approximately a 30-year period as demand
ftom the new facility in.C1.eases." Based on this infonnation, we beli.eve that the potential for
adverse effects to tile wetlands would remain and may iDcrease tlJroughout the 30-year project
period. Therefore, we recommend that the 404 pennit be conditioned to require monitoring of
1:he wetlands 8D.d aquatic bedB for the entire 30-year peri.od to ensure that they are either being
maintained in spite of the pumping activities or adequa.tely replaced by mitigation.

CollclusjQJJ.

The comments above were provided to assist in preparing revisions to t11e NEP A docUlllents and
to assist the COJ:ps of Engineers j11 their preparation of any Clean Water Act, Section 404 d1.edge
and fill permit. Due to tile extensive permit conditioning for the 404 pennit as presented in our
comments above, we reco.mmend t1lat the Corps not issue a permit U1ltil our COlnments have been
addressed. We look folward to working with the Corps to improve the mitigation and
monitoring poliions of the pro.ject.


